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Introduction

The extended interaction has a considerable
research tradition. Smith and Meux (1962) developed the

notion of the teaching episode as an interactive series

of utterances between a teacher and his or her pupils

around a common topic. They differentiated among the
types of episodes on the basis of the ffequency and
diversity of student responses. They glso differenti-
ated episodes on the logical basis of tne teacher's

initial utterance. Subsequently, Nuthall and Lawrence

- {1965) used these types of categories to develop the

notion of the cycle as ~ sequence of episodes that has
a formal structure. Tisher (1970) in a more'recept
study attempted tc relate the frequency of the occur- .
rence of these structures to pupil achlevement.
Cambourne (1971), using the technique of textual
reconstruction, developed the concept of the exchange
which is nested within the encounter. For Cambourne,
exchanges are the sequentially and temporally related
utterances of a single speaker. His categorization of
encounters is basically similar to the distindtion made
by Smith and Meux regarding episodes. Cambourne does
i1low for situations when the speaker is talking to
himself. 3Since he did not restrict his study to

classrooms, the last classification is understandable.
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Bellack et al. {1966 ) bb;vxued that one type of
teaching structure is most lixk:z.ly to- be followed by
another identical type of teaching structure. He
described ﬁhe basic cycles of_teaching; and this work
has since been replicated by Lundgren (1972) in Sweden
and Power (1971) in Australia. Prokop (1974), using
computer~analyzed strings of Bellack-coded transéripts,
concluded that sequential processing provides much more
meaning ful information on instructional processes. |

More recently, a technique has been borrowed £from
the tradition of the linguistic analysis of written
texts and applied to classroom language. Discourse
analysis, or the study of the seQuenéés of language
functions within connected utterénces, has been refinéd
by Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) into a useful method
for describing sequential patterns in classrooam
language.

Discourse analysis builds on two basic concepts:
language function and language sequence. Language
function is the purpose to which an utterance is being
put, that is, an interpretation of the intent of the
speékér. Sequence in discourse analysis 1is the
expression of the various interrelaiionships that an
utterance of more than a base sentence has. Langpage
fuhéﬁionAparallels, but is not identical to, syntactic

structure. The four language functions are elic{_ting,
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informipg} directing, and boundary'marking. The first
three are self—explanatdry. It can be_a/speaker's
intent to.proﬁide information, ask a questipﬁ, or.give a
direction. The f&urth funiction is tied %o the notion
that discourse has a sequence. If discourse is sequen-
tial, somé way must exis£ to mark the divisions between
discourse units. Sequence iR discourse implies a
pattern or structure within the whole piece of language}
: Whilé sequence would imply a linear progression,
,diséourse structures can have cataphoric and anaphoric
elements.  For example, in interpreting the phrase,
l"That's tﬁe one ," it is necessary to know'the referrant
for "that." Since "that" refers to something that has
béen said previously, it would tie‘the‘utterance i; is
in to the previous utterance. This notion of an
utterance being related to pre?ious or successive
utteranées is the basis for buiiding sequential patterns
of discourse.

It is these_charactériétics that make discourse
analysis an ideal tool for the analysis of.classroom
verbal interaction. Since speaker intent is likely to
hawe an effectvon the interlocutor's thoughts or
actions, an analysis system that has a coﬁpreﬁensive

theory of intent as its base will be more descriptive

than a system that is selective in its language iteas.
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Finally( a diécoufse'analysis approaéh to the st;dy of
classroom interaction has the advantage of descriptive,
.adéquacy ovep,older categorical systems. It is based on
a comprehensive theory of language behaviof; it'is
applichle to a cange of analytic units withirn the,té?t
of a ;iﬁgle lesson; énd it produces a hierarchical model
of classroom activity rather than regarding classroom

- interaction as sets of relatively autonomous actions.

Discourse Analysis Systea

In practice, discourse analysis scartglat'the level
cf the clause.- However, in th casé of stéreo&ypical
boundary marking expressions such as, "°k§Y" or
ﬁalright," itrwill code even smaller units withih‘é

\w/sindie speaker's utterance. For the purpouses of the
study, which is concerned with the laréer units of
classroom discourse, the smallest verbal unit to be
considered is the individual speaker's tufn. For a more
detailed explanation of the complete system, the reader

is referred to Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) or Kluwin

(19&7);

Moves

Moves are units of classroom languagé def.ined by the
Foie of the.participant and tﬁe function of the
speaker's utter&nce. OneAcan deserigé @ nuamber of

signals that speakers use to show changes in

Q 3 | | . : -4-" 6




cbnvgréatibhal turns. As Sinclair and Goulthard comment
(1975, p.4), normal conyersation aoes ﬁave larger and
more‘complex¢sets.of turn-taking signals due .to the
cémplexity of the social relationships involved.
However,'a-nuﬁber of turn-taking signals that 6ccﬁr ﬁ
normal conversation are present in classroom interaction
incldding: -pitch change, gesficulation change,

stereotypical expressions used as boundary markers, and

- completion of a grammatical clause. The parts of normal
¢onversationél,turn—taking that are absent from

classroom interchange are the speaker-state signals and

the auditor—béck—channei signals. The relative status
assumptions of the situation negate'the need for either
set of conversational behéviors.

fhere are three types of moves.  The opening move
marks the initiation of a new discourse.function and a
change in parﬁicipants.

Topically, the move may be related to a previous
utterance by the same participant, but it i§ stiil
considered a new opening move if the function of the
clause has changed. The answer move is the alternate
parficipant's response to the initiation. It is
optional and may not occur under all conditions. The
first speaker's oéportunity to reagt to that response is

termed the follow-up move. This consists of all

utterances topically related to the previous utterances

of the second speaker. In classroom practice the
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Table 1

Categories of Exchanges:
Free Exchanges

Initiator .= Intent - Move Structure Exchange Category
Teacher inform opéning, answér | . Teacher Inform
Teacher - direct opening,;answer _Teacher Direcf

(follow~up) '
Teacher elicit ' opening, anwswer Teacher Elicit
S (follow~up)
Student inform opening, answer RupilkInform
Student  direct | **null set : **null.set
Student - elicit opening, answering - Pupil Elicit

teacher is the only one who can consistently comment on another's
utterance, and is the only one who is usually allowed‘to }gdoré
the other's uﬁterance.

A mové can change during a speaker's turn. When the speaker
changes topics or marks a boundary between utterancés by using a
‘ stereotypicél éxpression such as "okay, élright, how,'or next," a

new move is counted.

Exchanges

Exchanges are topically and structurally related séquences of
turn-taking. Teaching exchanges, exchanges that are concerned

with information transfer, are first characterized by whether or
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not they are independent entities or if_tﬁey are bound
to another exchaﬁge, to borrow a concept from
"morpholegy{ Free exchanges can be categorized on the
basis pf'the initiator-ef the exchange‘and the intent of
the initiator. |

| Teacher Inform exchanges occur when the teacher
is passing oe—facts,ropinions, ideas, or information,
Teacher Direct exchanges are those Qhefe the teacher's
intent_isito get the student to do somethinghwgsuelly
something physical. Teacher Elicit ekehahgee attemét-to
‘obtain verbal responses from students, primarily to
establish-what.information the other participant
possesses. -

There are three rules to distinguish’between
TeacherlElicit and Teacher Direct exchanges since, as
Gall (1973) observes: the question is’ the most frequent
syntactic form in classroom language. First;-an
interrogative is interpreted as a command.if it
Fullfills all of the following conditions: it contains
the'models "can, could, will, would, going to"; the
subject of the clause is also the addressee;’the
pfedicate describes an action tﬁat is physically
poesible atrthis time. Consequently, "Can you spell the
last word on the page?" would be a TeacheplDirect
-exchémge he ad, while‘"Is it possibie to climb a
mduntain?"'would be an interfegative. ‘Second, any

declarative or interrogative is to be interpreted as a



command if it refers to an action that is normally

N A

proscribed at that time. For example, "Is someone

“ talking?" or "I hear a lot of talking." would be

commands, since students are normally not supposed to

speak in a classroom unless directly addrgssed by the
teacher. Third, if the action ought to be performed,
any reference to it is considered a command.

Pupil Elicit Exchanges and Pupil Inform exchanges
are not mereiy student quéstionslof statements, but
formaiized sequenées where the student must first get
fhe teachgr's attention, establish a fight to interact,
and :then speak. In maﬁy classrooms, students do not ask
questions or they'ask questﬁons that require only simple”

_factual_informatibn. Sinée}the studeqt‘has to Qet tne
teacher's attention, the téacher can easily brush aside
student bids for partieipatipn. Further, since it would
be considered a command.

- - Pupil Elicit Exchanges and Pdpil Inform
e#changes afe not merely student questions or
statements, but formalized sequencés where the'stude?t
must first get the teacher's attention, establish a

riéht to intefact, and then spéék. " In many éiassrooms,

studenté do not ask questions or they ask questions that
require only simple factual information. Since the
student haés to get the teacher's atterntion, the teacher

can easily brush aside student bids for participation.

Further, since it would be considered rude if a student

O -8-




commented .on a teacher's answer, there is no follow-up move in a

&

Pupil Elicit.

Bound Exchanges

-/'

Some Eﬁéhahges-are bound topically and,structurally to a
previous ethange, specifically the Teacher Elicit exchange. The
fouf types of Bound Exchahgesvcan be divided on the basis of the
'studegt's resbonse to the teacher's question. If Ehe teacher gets
no_response,.she can make another attempt by repeating her gques-
tions or by paraphrasing it. This is categorized as a
re-initiation 1 exchange. I% the response :is correct,.the_teacher
may stili want to -provide more of the same‘type of response. fhis‘

is categorized as a List exchange. If the teacher is uncertain of

Table 2

-

Categories of Exchanges:
Bound Exchanges

Teacher Elicit Exchange Bound Exchange Exchange Category
(move structure)

opening answer opening answer Re~initiation 1
follow-up

opening answer follow-up (opening) answer Re-initiation 2
follow-up

opening answer follow-up (opening) answer List
follow-up

opening answer opening answer Repeat
follow-up

11



the student's response, she or he can ask the student to

°

{"repeat" the response. The teacher's treatmer.t of the
student's response as‘incarreqt picoduces the
Re-initiaion 2 exchange, however, teachers generally do

P —

not give overt indications of studert's mistakes.

Transactions

Transactions are strings of exchanges.- The
tranﬁécéion is the most végue of any of the levels since
it i;_defined by lower categories that are increasingly
mo;e.%ubject to rater interpretation. To eliminate
'theselprcblems,vthe«transcripts were coded only to the
level of the exchange. The.possible péttefns of‘

transaéfibns were then computed based on the probability

of their sequential occurrence.

Reiiability of the Coding System

caiculated for the exchange and.;he move level. The
Cronbach;alpha,is a measure of the intefnal consistency
of a coding system. The alpha for the move\igvel was
.805; and the alpha for the“exchange>level_wgs ;862.
The lower level of the reliability for the move level is
' pfobably due to the fé;t that the decision to segment a
teacher's utterance Between a follow-up and an opening
move required a number of assumptions about the
téachef's use of how stereotypical phrqses were to be =

interpreted.

—
X
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Data Collection Process

The data for this, study were collected from 11

beginning English teachers. The teachers taught ‘a
- . . / . N

two-week content-control unit on American Indian

y/Litefature'to classes of ninth grade students. All the

téachers were in the process of completing an intern
- year as. part of a fifth year master s degree program.
During "the téaching “of the unit,'the teachers were
audiotaped on three occasions. The aduiotapes were then
transcribed, edited for information.loss and accuracy,
,and retyped for coding. |
The 11 classes could best be described as
consisting of white, middle—class students:with a small
minority group represen%ation. The average class size
was 27.1 students with a range_of 19 to 35 pupils. Over
the whole sample of students, the number of males is
roughly equivalent to the number of females, hut within
classes proportions varied. The classes varied.slightly
in general ‘intelligence but were reasonably similar to

each other.

Sequences of Exchanges )

The following discussion of sequences of exchanges
contains two parts. First, there is a discussion of how
different-categories of exchanges_tend to follow after a
specific move ' of an exchange. This information is then

compiled ‘through the use of conditional probabilities‘to\



o

.develop four exchange sequences. It is these four

exchange sequences that Form the basis for considering

" transactions as feasible‘descriptive unitsf,

Table 3 describes what occurs whenvthe ﬁirst move
of an exchange is not foliowed by the second move of that
exchange, but by a nen exchange. ‘The percentages
expressed are in terms of exchanges follow1ng the flrsr
move and not/1n terms of moves, regardless of the move's
function in,an exchange. I

Since Teacher Inforh exchanges generally have only a
single move, they are most likely followed by another
Teacher Inform exchange. Teacher Inform exchanges follow
other Teacher Inform exchanges becanse teachers are apt
to present more than one type of content during a
descrlptlve phase or short "lecture" within a lesson.
The Teacher Inform exchange can also be used as a
transition from one part of a lesson to another, hence
the exchanges are often followed by. Teacher -Elicit
exchange. When giving an assignment,-teachers will give

"a brief presentation to either motivate or limit the
poss1b111t1es of the a551gnment. This explains the
relative frequency of the Teacher Inform Teacher Direct
seQuence. Students are somewhat likely to react to the

rd '_//

teacher's presentation as seen by the frequency of Pupll

. (/Infqpm and Pupil Elicit exchanges. Infrequently,

« 7

teachers desire to know if the class is paying attention
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Table 3

Percentage of New ExchéngeS’“ A

Following an Opening Move

(N = 33)
New Exchange - , | EE
Opening Hove m T ™ P P (K Rl R2 List R - Total
I 9.6 2.2 “'8.6 97 78wl o0 0 - 100
W C20.6 188 U1 240 10,9 0 382 0 “Vlo"' 100
g 20 1.5 B0 %) 168 05 0 o XIS
3 D6 BS 8TUS I 04 0 26l
P 2720 93 W7 A3 L3 o0 g s.o‘ - 100
B k- L3 33 3 33 8. K2 ] 0l
R 50 5.6 TR S IR
R-2 '2.7.3 TR U /I R B 0o
List ILLALL 0 AL 2.2 0 44 . 0100
Rot L A A [ 'o ) 0 0 0

S—
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and’has_absorbed-what has'been said. The low frequency of check
exchanges suggestsvthat'teachers have otherhways of monitoring
studenﬁé"attention.

Whén studehts fail to answer a teacher‘'s initial question, a
basic rule of classroom interchange is vinated. Teachers expect
énswers. The distribution of exchanges subsequent to the opening
~move of the Teache«r Elicit exchanges suggests that when this
" happens the teacher is most likely to forge ahead by rephrasing
the question. Re-initiation 1 exchanges makevup less than
one-hal f of the subsequent exchanges, which suggests that teachers
will not always fall back on this strategy. The use of Teacher
: Iqﬁorm exchan?es shows that the teachér has ébandoned the idea of
asking the qguestion and is going to move Qn by giving the. students
the information. The ‘use of a Teacher Elicit exchange indicates

Table 4

‘Percentage of New Exchange
Following an Answer Move

(N = 33)
TI TE 5 PT PE. _ CK R-1 =2 List Rpt
TT 48.8 11.6 14.0 11.6 9.3 4.7 0 o, o o0
TE 7.0 60.5 2.5 8.9 2.3 . 0.6 0 10.0 7.¢ 1.1
“TA 10.7 28.2- 29.8 3.9 2.8 0 0 4.9 9.7 0
PI  28.2 30.7 7.5 26.1 6.6 0.8 0. 0 "0 y
PE 27.1 17.4° 12.8 13.9  27.4 1.0 0 0 0 0
CK 16.7 6.7 .6.7 3.3 6.7 60.0 O 0 0 0
R-1 1.4 18.1 1.4 5.6. 1.4 0  55.6 8.3 6.9 1.4
R-2 1.6 -18.0 3.3 4.1 0.0 0 . 0  65.6 4.1 2.5
List 5.0 13.2 3.3 2.5 0.8 0.8 0 1.7 71.9 0.8
Rpt 10.3 17.2 3.4 3.4 0 0 0 10.3 6.9 48.3
-13-



that the teacher has completely altered the question and
intands to attempt a whole new line of questioning. The
rare occurrences of student initiated exchanges shows

that vefy-seldom_will students interrupt at this point

in the discourse to raise the possibility that the

teacher has not made himself or herself understood.
'Teacher'Direct exchanges are followed by other
Teacher Direct exchanges to reinforce the orlglnal
1njuoétlon or to provide a second set of directions (in a
falrly complex task. The use of Teachér Inform

exch;hges following the Teacher Direct exchanges is due

SN :
_.to the ‘teacher's desire to account for the direction

that has been given. Teacher Direct ekchanges'followed
by Teacher Elicit exchanges tend to be desist incidents,
where the teacher forbids a type of behavior and

immediately returns to, the teaching process.

- Pupil Inform exchanges tend to be random insertions

in'the flow of classroom lanéuage. Since they are eost
likely followed by a Teecher Elicit exchange, it is
clear that most often they are interruptions. It is
about‘equally likely that ‘the, teacher or another student

will comment following the Pupil Inform exchange. It is

interesting to note that if a teacher does not respond

to the opening move of a Pupil Elicit exchange, & pupil
will fill the gap. |

Teacher Inform exchanges seldom have an answering

‘move, consequently, the exchanges following such a move

are generally uninteresting.

N : : ' \_14_ 1 8
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Teacher Elicit exchanges show a pattern that will
continue throughout the rest of this discussion: the
tendency of teacher questions to be followed by more
teacher questions. The inérequent use of a Teacher
Inform eﬁéhange instead of a follow-up move for the
Teacher Elicit exchange indicates that teachers do not”
often alter the flow of their discourse in that they do
not often change tdpiCs»during questioning sequences\
Rapid jogs in the process of the discoufse are“:
self;defeéting to a teacher trying to maintain a thread
of .dialogue, hence their low,frequency.of OCCerénce}
" The same logid probably épplies té the case of the
frequency of Teacher Direct‘exchanges folibwing the
answering move of the Teacher Elicit éxchgnge. VThese
are more likely to“be desist inciaents rather than
:inétructions to perform.a new task. |

The low incidence of Pupil Info?m exchanges
_indicétes that other students are ef%hér.tr§ing'to.
ansQer the same question or are proviéing different
informatioﬁithat is:related to_the'topic; The low:
frequenqy of Re-initiation 2's”indica¥es_that teacherss
ére not likely‘to overtiy ¢orrect{stu&@nts. A Teacher’
Direct exchange where the studént . his inégrmed the
teacher of some fact during the student's answer move is

“most ofteh followed by another Teacher Direct.exchange.

N
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"Pupil Inform answer moves are equally likely to be

t

followed hy Teacher Inform, Teacher Elicit, or Pupil
Inform exchanges. Teacher Inform-exchanges tend to be
new or slightly different_topics since the teacher has
already taken the opbortunity to comment on the pupil's
contribution during the answer moves. Teacher Elicit
exchanges s1ﬁnal that the teacher is refurnlng to the
'matter under discussion by engaging the other students
following ‘'a comment on the contributor's remarks. When
the opening move of a Pupil’Inform ‘exchange is followed
by -a. Teacher Elicit exchange, it 1nd1cates that ‘the
teacher is calling the pupll s remarks 1nto questlon orr'
1s s1mply 1gnorrng them.

The answer moves of Pupll Elicit exchanges. are
equally llkely to be followed by a Teacher Inform
exchange as by another Pupil Elicit. Subsequent Pupil
Elicit exchanges indicate that the students wish to
continue the issue. The high frequency of Re?initiation

_ 1's following the answer move of Re—initiation l}s shows
that the students have answered; but -the teacher has
K still not understoodithe response-. |
l‘ The list exchange usually has only two moves and
the high frequency of List exchanges following'the
. .enswer moves shows that List exchanges tend to follow'
other List exchanges. Often they are grouped together_
in\batches of three or more. Repeat erchanges following
'Repeat exchanges show that the students have answered
but‘the teecher hgs not understood the:resp0nse..
: ' o —lG—




Table 5

Percentage of New Exchanges
After a Follow-up Move

(N = 33)
o TI TE . TD. . PI PE ~ CK
TIp 25,0 - 50.0 O 12.5 25,0 0
TEp ; 23.5  57.4 6.8 © 8.0 3.1, 0
TDp 28.1 34.4 21.9 6.3 9.4 j;gﬂ
CKp 13.6 39.1 39.1 4.3 . 4.3 8.6
R-1p 31.4 45,7 5,7 14.3 2.9 0
R-2p - 2.3 72,1 0 14.0 - - 11.6 0
Listp 24.0  66.7 2.1 9.5 00
Rptp 23.1 0.8 23.1 7.7 15.4 0

Relatively few Teacher Inform exchanges have a follow-up move

" so the information regarding'what follows that particular move is

not very informative. - Since a greater number "of Teacher Elicit

Lexchanges have follow—up moves, .the pattern of‘moves following a

Teacher Ellclt exchange 1s more 1nterest1ng. Teacher Elxc1t'
exchanges tend to be followed by another Teacher Ellc1t exchange

regardless of whether they CC*'aln two moves or three.‘ Teacher

Direct exchanges are most llkely to be followed by a Teacher

8

Eliicit exchange if it goes to three moves because the teacher hasd

not only gotten feedback frOm ‘the student, but -also has been able

~

-to react to.the student}s response. Since Teacher EllClt'

exchanges are the most frequent‘type,vit is more likely for the

-17 -
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teacher to go on from that point. The same kind of
logic app!lies tc Checks. fOnce.the teacher has responded
. to the student, he or she is more interested in getting
on to the next -point in the lessQn.' The Teacher Eiicit
.exchange occurs here because it is the most.frequently
" occurring type of exchange. The less freguent occur-—
rence of Teacher Inform exchanges sucgests thatgteachers
are probablVy embarking on new topics and areVUSing the
opportunity for closure that the third move of the~
Teacher>Elicit exchange offers. The probability that
‘there will be a sequence~cf three'Teacher Elicit
exchanges in a row is.better than 1 in lOwi.The*
probability that a particular move of-a ieacher E}icit
, exchange, regardiess_of what precedes'thevexchange, will
be follbwed by either .another Teacher Elicit exchange or
an exchange that is bound to a Teacher Elicit 1s between
1 in 4 and 1 in’ 5. Agaln, the pattern of teacher\
questioning shows up. Tegchers not iny ask a large
number of guestions,'but their. questions are ordered
into.sequences.

. It is equallyvas likely that a Teacher Elicit
exchange that hae been preceded by a Teacher Elicit.
exchange will be followed by another Teacher Elicit
exchange, regardless of whether there is a follow-up
move. In a more conversatlonal style of presentatlon,'

. one would expect that the Teacher E11c1t exchanges - ;:th

follow—up moves would be more likely to occur than would

N | A-18— 29



Table 6

Sequences of Exchanges. Rank Ordering of Combinations
by Probability of Occurrence of More than .01

. Prev ious Exchange Subseguent " Probability
Rank ..~ . Exchange . Moves . Exchange of Occurrence
L . TE - TEg TEA TE © 063
2 C TE TEQTEp TEp TE ©.059
3 o1 TIg TI | .050
4 | 1 . TEg TEa Tg> o L042
s T TIy TI, TIp e .036
6 . B TIo TI ~.035
7 "TE - TIg TIp o TI | .035
8 - TI | TEg TEp TEp TE . .028
9 . 1 B R 023
10 -  Tog | TD .019
11 TE TIo . TE .016 -
12 I my 0TI .02
.13 . TI TEQTEp TEp TI f Lol

the Teacher Elicit exéhanges‘wrth only an answer move. This
indicates‘that~over the\entireJSample, teachers{were about as likely
- not to\respond to a student answer and go on to the next questlon as
they were to comment Qn the student's reply before ask1ng anotherz-
questlon. T
Follow1ng a Teacher Inform exchange, if a teacher failed to get a’

response, the teacher: was twice as llkely to follow with a

Re—initiatlon 1 exchange than to provide additional information with
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abTeacﬁer Inform exchange. This. mlght suggest thet
.teachers generally are more 1nterested in gett1ng
answers to questions once they.stert than. in
communicating information. |
An interesting sequence is that Teacher Direct
exchanges'are more likely to be bracketed by other
Teacher Direct exchanges than by anything else. This
holds true regardle s of the move of the Teacher DlrECt'
.e;ehange. If the move 1s an answer move, -the
prqbability is .006. If it is a follow-up move, it is
1eqdally like;y to be a Teacher Elicit,'meacher Inform,
or Teaehef‘Direct exchange%'but'since se few Teachet‘
'birect exchenges have follow.up-moves, the probabfiities
a{e hegligible. : |

- Two reasons account for the sequencihg of Teachet
Direct exchanges. AFirst, they tend to come:invbursts
from teaehers who are trying to establish controlgoverl
an unruly cless. Second, when teechers give directions
for an assignment or a class activity, .it is often
sufficiently complex as to require several subsets of
directions. There 1s\probably a discourse structure to
directions ‘as there 1é to 1nformatlon g1v1ng, but the
tpattern,ls pot as'apparent as 1nformat10n giving
‘situations since the direction giving can be'prompted by

a”yafietonf‘sourCes. |
‘ Theﬁopening move of the Teeche; Inform exchange is

most likely to have been preceded by a Teacher Elicit

'4 i W ; -?0— ‘24
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'exchahge} but it can be followed either by another

Teacher  Inform exchange or by a Teacher Elicit exchange,

~with the fofmer being about twice as likely. If the.

Teacher Inform exchange has been preceded by-another

'Teaéher Inform gkchange, it is most likely followed by

~ -

'anothér Teacher Inforam exchange. The difference among

the;patterns is due to the fact that a Teacher Inform

exchange preéeded by a Teacher Elicit exchange is most
likely to-be part of a sequence of queétions where ;he
teacher Ppauses fo summarize or to initiate a new
sequence in the classroom by altering the topic. When a
teacher Inform exchange is preceded by a Teacher Inform
exchange, it is because the teacher has beéun to lecture
on a topic.and has presented a series of topically and
structurally\differentiated piéceé of information{ That
is not to say that the information is not topically
rglated, but rather . that it is differentiatea in its
content and is indicated by the teacher by use of
strucﬁural markers. _ ,

Tablé 6 sugggsts that‘the basic sequence of English
classes is a Teécher Elicit éxchange followed'by énother
$eacher Elicit exchange or by a Teacher Inform exchange.
The basic teaching pattern is one of questioning and
information proceséing with the eﬁphésis on guestioning;

The most likely sequence of three exchanges is a

‘sequence of three Teacher Elicit ekchanges. The only

difference between the two most probable seguences is

© 21—
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that .of the structure of the middle exchange. The first
two sequences when combined are twiceé as likely to occur
. .

. . o ' . s
as the third sequence. This sequence reﬁgects teacher
ks

- > r
"Jecturing" where the teacher presents some information

: ~
i (%)

that is related but can be distinguished €dpically and
structurally..

The next five sequences of exchanges reflect

&ahother_teachlng pattern: the 1nterm1ng11ng of teacher
questions with brief stretches of information to;elther
mark junctures in the lesson, to set the stage for a new

. topic, or to summarize the previous discussionaﬁ

The ninth sequence differs from the others only 1nf
that the occasional bound exchange follows the Teacher
Elicit exchange. The tenth most likely sequence is a

:serles of Teacher Direct exchanges wh1ch could be
typical either of the assignment of multi-part.homework
or a’series of desist statements to different
individuals during an unruiy part_of a class period.

The last two sequences once again represent the

"general pattern of Teacher Elicit exchanges alternating
with Teacher Inform exchanges. The prebability that a
Teacher Inform-Teacher Elicit sequence will occur is
about 4 out of 10. If Bound exchanges were considered,
this probability would inch upward. |

It is difficult. for students to break -into these
transactions.‘ No sequences contain student-initiate&'

exchangeS‘in Table 7 because of the low probability of

»
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occurrence of a student initiated exchange following a

teacher initiated exchange. Reference to Tables 4 and 5
w111 show that 'student initiated exchanges follow other
student 1nitiated exchanges and not’ necessarily teacher
initiated -exchanges. When ‘students "break-in" it tends.
to be in groups of student initiated exchanges;
consequently, there is a low proabiliity fot a single
student initiated exchange to follow a teacher initlated
exchange. Table 6 reflects ‘the reality of the
situation. A consideration of Tale 6 squests that
Prokop's (1974) conclusions about,basfc patterns'of

teaching could be applied to these English classes.

There is a juncture transaction or a sequence of

exchanges that mixes questions and information to mark
boundar1es. When the Teacher Elicit ‘exchanges fOilow
the Teacher Inform exchange as in. sequences 4, 8, 9 of
Table 6 (probability = .093), it indicates the start of
a fairly long topical sequence. These patterns are
found when teachers go into major lesson divisions.
When a Teacher Elicit exchange .is gracketed by Teacher
Inform exchanges as in sequences 12, 13 (probability =
.023), the teacher is either checking on the acceptance
of the information just presented or is discovering that“
there is no need to pursue the present topic further.

Teacher Inform exchanges bracketed by Teacher Elicit

exchanges (#1) are frequently long elaborations on a
;23_
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point related to the previous question sequence, a brief

exemplar, etc. Sequences 5, 6, and 7 deécribe a pattern

where the teacher is wmaking a fairly serious topic

change. The next most probable transaction or sequence

of exchanges is the interactive where the teachers
’ [

engage students directly. They are not really complete

units but should be seen as blocks of interaction to be

attached to other sequences.” Informative transactions

are relatively rare sequences of continuous teacher
talk. This group of teachers generally refrained from

"lecturing,” hence the low probability of such

sequences. The directive transaction, though relatively
unlikely to occur, shows that when teachers do give
directions, the directions tend to be related to each

otherx.

Implications

The training of English teachers should contain a

middle ground between the "behavioralist" approach that

"argues for microscopic modifications of teaching

behaviors because they correlate with éffective or
cognitive outcomes and a "gestalt" approach towards

teaching that holds up a generalized student attitude as

vthe.géﬁﬂ of,é,wholistic approach to teaching. The

middle ground should be the_realization that to bridge

the gap between appropriate micro-behaviors and an

‘overall impression of a "good teacher" short-range

teaching strategies'ére needed .
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Teachér‘training should contain a c;mponent for

. 1reaching'middle—range ébjectives. Beginning teachers
should know how to achieve the "enabling objéctives"
thatnéchieve the overall lesson plan. This‘Study of fers

- four categories-of short-range ééaching activities.
,#—_Mﬂwm‘ﬂﬁw&hat is np& needed is theory buildiqg to'describe what
.the;ideai‘short range stfategies should be, and further

‘studies of what combinations of short-range behaviors

are effective for specific purposes.
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